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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C! 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-2, 4-5, 7, and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Peene (GBPN 1 163983) in view of Watabe (USPN 4830647). 

Regarding Claims 1-2 and 13, Peene discloses a spool 6 with two or more 7, 8 steel 

elements (Page 1, Lines 34-39) wound in parallel in several windings upon the spool 

(Figure; Page 1 , Lines 34-39; Page 4, Lines 1 3-26). Peene is silent about the distance 

between two neighboring elongated steel elements, as measure along a line parallel to 

the axis of the spool, is not more than 10 mm along 90% of the length of each elongated 

steel element. However, Watabe discloses a spool 9 filled with two or more elongated 

elements wound parallel and in several windings upon the spool wherein the distance 

between two neighboring elongated steel elements, as measure along a line parallel to 

the axis of the spool, is not more than 1 0 mm, smaller than 8 mm, and smaller than 5 

mm (2-3 mm) along 100% of the length of each elongated element, as it there are equal 

amounts of each element to avoid having packages left with waste from one element 

being longer than the over (Figures 1 and 2; Claim 1). It would have been obvious to 

one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to wind the elements 

not more than 10 mm spacing along 90% of the length of each element on the same 
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spool as taught by Watabe to reduce the number of spools needed in a tire 
manufacturing plant leading to cost reductions as taught by Peene (Page 2, Lines 57- 
79). Regarding Claim 4, Peene discloses the steel elements are steel wires (Page 1 , 
Lines 34-39). 

Regarding Claim 5, Peene in view of Watabe is silent about the steel element 
being steel cord. It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to use steel cord for the steel elements of Peene in view of 
Watabe as they are old and well known in the art of tire reinforcing. 

With respect to Claim 7, the method described in this claim would inherently 
result from the use of the spool of Peene in view of Watabe as advanced above. 

Regarding Claims 14 and 15, Peene discloses the steel elements are wound on 
the spool so that the difference in tension between the steel elements is minimized and 
so that sagging of the steel elements is minimized when the steel elements are 
unwound from the spool (Page 3, Lines 38-72; Page 2, Lines 76-121). 

Claims 8-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peene (GBPN 1 163983) in view of Watabe (USPN 4830647) as applied to claim 7 
above, and further in view of Pierce (USPN 2187841). Regarding Claims 8, 10, and 11, 
Peene in view of Watabe is silent about a common pulley up stream with a flat groove 
with a width greater than the sum of the diameters of the multiple elongated elements. 
However, Pierce discloses a common pulley 82 guiding multiple elongated elements to 
a downstream spool 98 with a flat groove having a width greater than the sume of the 
diameters of the multiple elongated elements. It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the common pulley of 
Pierce in the device of Peene in view of Watabe to gradually bring the elongated 
elements closer together Regarding Claim 9, Watabe discloses pulleys 4 for keeping 
the multiple elongated elements separated. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 6 and 12 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

With respect to Applicant's arguments starting on page 8, line 4 to page 8, line 
1 1 , applicant argues Watabe does not disclose a spool with steel elements. These 
arguments with respect to claim 1 have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new ground(s) of rejection. 

With respect to Applicant's arguments starting on page 8, line 13 to page 9, line 
3, applicant argues the limitation of the distance being satisfied along 90% of the length 
of each element was not disclosed in Kondo. These arguments with respect to claims 1 
and 3-5 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

With respect to Applicant's arguments starting on page 9, line 4 to page 9, line 
29, applicant argues steel and electroconductive wires as disclosed in Kondo have 
different physical and electrical properties. These arguments with respect to claims 1 
and 3-5 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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With respect to Applicant's arguments starting on page 10, line 1 to page 10, line 
6, applicant argues Watabe does not disclose a spool with steel elements. These 
arguments with respect to claim 7 have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new grbund(s) of rejection. 

With respect to Applicant's arguments starting on page 10, line 7 to page 10, line 
19, applicant argues glass yam is materially different than steel. These arguments with 
respect to claim 7 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

With respect to Applicant's arguments starting on page 10, line 20 to page 10, 
line 25, applicant argues Pierce does not remedy the deficiencies of Watabe. These 
arguments with respect to claim 8-1 1 have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to William E. Dondero whose telephone number is 571- 
272-5590. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:00 am 
to 4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kathy Matecki can be reached on 571-272-6951 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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